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FLEECER WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT AREA
GRAZING LEASE
February 2013
MEPA, NEPA, MCA 23-1-110

|. PROPOSED ACTION DESCRIPTION

1. Typeof proposed state action: Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks (FWP) proposes to
maintain a coordinated rest-rotation grazing progoe the Fleecer Wildlife
Management Area (WMA) for a 10-year term to extépdil 2013 through October
2022. The program consists of a spring grazingeageat (500 Animal Unit Months,
AUM) with Smith 6 Bar S Livestock and a separaledeazing agreement (94 AUM)
with Smith 6 Bar S Livestock and Russel Dupuis.

The proposed grazing program would encompass &@@3s owned by FWP and 875
acres that FWP leases from Montana Department nfrdledResources and Conservation
(DNRC). In addition, 1,920 acres owned by Smitha® B Livestock and 640 acres that
Smith 6 Bar S Livestock leases from DNRC would d&eancorporated into the Fleecer
WMA Coordinated Grazing System. Total acreage weolwould be 7,135 acres.

2. Agency authority for the proposed action:

FWP has the authority under Section 87-1-210, M.@#Adrotect, enhance, and regulate
the use of Montana’s fish and wildlife resourcespoblic benefit now and in the future.
Any consideration of continued livestock grazingtbe Fleecer WMA would have to be
consistent with the management goals and objectisesitlined in the Fleecer WMA
Management Plan (draft, 1992), [Note: FWP is culyarpdating the draft Fleecer
WMA Management Plan and expects completion by Sun2®#&3]. FWP is additionally
required to conduct an environmental assessmeallfrases under the FWP Land
Lease-Out Policy, in accordance with Section 803;3.C.A. FWP Commission must
also approve all grazing leases on Wildlife Managetreas owned by FWP.

3. Anticipated Schedule:

Public Comment Period: Monday, February 5 throughstlay, March 5, 2013
Presented to the FWP Commission for Approval: Aptil 2013

Proposed Leases in Effect: mid April 2013

4. L ocation:

The Fleecer WMA is located in Silver Bow CountySouthwestern Montana (Figure 1).
It is situated on the southeastern face of Fleglmamtain, approximately 20 miles
southwest of Butte, Montana. This WMA borders laadministered by the Beaverhead-
Deerlodge National Forest (FS), Bureau of Land Manzent (BLM), DNRC, and
private lands owned by Smith 6 Bar S Livestock. WidA encompasses parts of
Township 1 South, Range 9 West and Township 1 N&#mge 9 West.



Southern portion of
Fleecer WMA —
Highlighted in green is
the portion of the
WMA included in this

project.
5. Project size:
Acres Acres

(a) Developed: (d) Floodplain _0

Residential 0

Industrial 0 (e) Productive:

(existing shop area) Irrigated cropland ___ 0O
(b) Open Space/Woodlands/ 0 Dry cropland 0

Recreation Forestry 960
(c) Wetlands/Riparian Areas __ 300 Rangeland 5,875

Other 0

6. Costs and Jurisdictions:

(a) Permits: Grazing lease with DNRC

(b) Costs to FWP: $25 Annual Pasturing AgreemeaitéeDNRC

(c) Other Overlapping or Additional JurisdictiorRésponsibilities: None

7. Need for Proposed Action:

Historical Background

In 1962, FWP acquired the Fleecer Wildlife Managet#gea in order to expand elk
winter habitat provided by Forest Service (FS) &atitht border the property to the west.
Since the 1930’s, the area had received intengae-gound grazing from domestic
livestock including horses, cattle, and sheep. Aessalt, livestock grazing was excluded
from the WMA from 1962 to 1982; the FS agreed tagenaking any increases to
livestock on the adjacent Fleecer allotment dutimg time until sufficient time could be
given to study the needs of wildlife over the entiteecer elk winter range.

One of the goals for the management of the FleatdA was to use coordinated
resource management across ownerships to alleoatéct between wildlife and



agricultural land use. FWP, FS, and neighboringt®iBar S Livestock ranch initiated
a program in 1982 to address conflicts betweeraetkcattle on elk winter range that
combined research with sound range managemenigdaacdn order to design a grazing
system with the following six objectives:

1. Maintain soils, vegetation, and riparian zonesandjor better condition on
public and private lands.

2. Increase elk populations to potential on publiclawnerships.

3. Increase cattle grazing potential.

4. Minimize impact of winter and spring use by elkmnivate land by providing
adequate habitat on public lands.

5. Manage the entire elk winter range in the Fleecea as one unit regardless of
ownership.

6. Maintain optimum level of livestock production omh 6 Bar S lands.

The Fleecer Coordinated Grazing Program was follylémented in 1987 after some
adjustments to the initial design and has beemimicuous use since. This includes
Decision Notices issued and approved by the FWPrission in 1998 and 2010 to
maintain the grazing program. The Fleecer Coordoh&@razing Program demonstrates
the compatibility of livestock production and wild/recreation based economies. The
designers of this program have been recognizdtkaitate and national level for their
abilities at resolving wildlife and livestock coiafis through a sound grazing system
design. The program is well known and has servedtamplate for other cooperative
grazing systems on WMASs across the state.

The Fleecer Coordinated Grazing Program followsnmatstion grazing principles
described by Hormay (1970). The complete grazingm@mm consists of 12 pastures with
the rotation of livestock, pasture ownership, agassnal use by cattle and elk. There are
nine pastures providing winter habitat for elkegeach of FWP, Smith 6 Bar S
Livestock, and FS lands. Elk use the remainingetipastures on Forest Service land
during summer and fall. For a complete descripiod maps of the Fleecer Coordinated
Grazing Program, refer to Frisina and Morin (19@1)Appendix A- Related Literature.”

The Fleecer WMA is divided into three pasturepwaihg for full implementation of a
rest-rotation system that is independent of, botdioated with the rotation on the Forest
Service and Smith 6 Bar S Livestock lands (FigyrerBe proposed 10-year rotation
schedule for Fleecer WMA pastures is shown in Téble



Figure 2: Map of FWP and private pastures withm feecer Coordinated Grazing

Program.
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Table 1: Projected grazing schedule for the FWR@opf the Fleecer Coordinated
Grazing Program, 2013-2022. Spring = mid AprileldMay, depending on onset of rapid
growth stage of Bluebunch Wheatgrass; Late Falttofer 1-October 15; Rest = no use

by livestock.

YEAR
PASTURE 2013, 2016, 2014, 2017, 2015, 2018,
2019, 2022 2020 2021
1 Spring Late Fall Rest
2 Rest Spring Late Fall
3 Late Fall Rest Spring

Separate contracts govern spring and fall grazeafinents. The spring grazing contract
is an exchange of use with Smith 6 Bar S Livestut allows for a maximum of 500
Animal Unit Months (AUM). Grazing takes place frapproximately mid April to late
May, or prior to the onset of rapid plant growthbtdebunch wheatgrass. FWP Pasture
three, which is located at higher elevation thandther FWP pastures and includes old
hayfields of nonnative grasses, has potential togsgrazing into early June by
agreement of both FWP and Smith 6 Bar S Livestagedding upon the growth stage of
bluebunch wheatgrass. Payment to FWP is complstéroem livestock grazing in one of
three pastures on adjacent Smith 6 Bar S Livedaudks which are also in an
independent rest-rotation system. The spring ggaizeatment is designed to promote
removal of accumulated old growth by cattle ancetinto provide maximum regrowth of
native grasses and forbs that same growing season.

The fall grazing contracts are with two lesseestti®Bar S Livestock and Russel
Dupuis. A total of 94 AUMs is allowed and charged fmarket value with grazing
occurring from October 1 through October 15. THedieazing on the WMA allows
livestock to be moved off Forest Service pastuveated at higher elevations adjacent to
the WMA thus allowing permittees to use the fubhgjng season while providing rest to
a Forest Service elk winter range pasture. Theovety provided on the Fleecer WMA
pasture used in the spring, along with the reséstiyoe on Smith 6 Bar S Livestock land
and the additional forage available on the other MVid FS pastures, provide
maximum production of nutritious winter forage fk and other wildlife. None of the
FWP pastures included in this grazing program xeckvestock grazing during the
intense growing season. For further details orsghrang and fall cattle stocking rates on
the Fleecer WMA, refer to “Appendix B — StockingtBaon Fleecer WMA”.

Lessees are responsible for maintaining existingA\iMerior pasture fences during

both the spring and fall grazing leases, and FWBsgonsible for providing materials
and any fence replacement or construction. Talilg2operation and maintenance costs,
some of which are incurred due to livestock graZeang. DNRC pasture agreement and a



portion of the fencing costs), for Fleecer WMA ®r988. At least 13,059 AUM of
spring livestock use and at least 1,806 AUM of fek has been provided on the WMA
since the inception of the Fleecer Coordinated @gaRrogram in 1982. Fall grazing
fees since 1982 total at least $15,284 (data isingdor some years). Refer to
“Appendix B - Stocking Rates on Fleecer WMA” for realetails.

Table 2: Operation and maintenance costs for Fe&d&A, 1988-2012

Expenses Costs
DNRC Annual Pasture Agreement (7yrs x $25/yf)  $225
Road maintenance $59,800
Fencing $139, 735
Weed Spraying $12,000
Total Costs | $211,760

Need for Proposed Action

The proposed action is to continue the Coordin@ezing Program on the Fleecer
WMA thereby continuing FWP’s involvement in a gragisystem that's been in place
for over 25 years. This grazing system has dematest the ability to improve elk winter
habitat conditions across ownerships in a wayitheabmpatible with neighboring Smith
6 Bar S Livestock interests.

Proposed Actions:

* Maintain or improve soils, vegetation, and riparimes through systematic
grazing on the WMA

* Maintain high-quality vegetation for wintering edikud other wildlife through
planned rest from grazing across multiple ownership

* Minimize impacts of winter and spring use by elkprivate land by providing
adequate habitat on public lands

* Manage the entire elk winter range in the Fleecea as one unit regardless of
ownership

* Maintain optimum level of livestock production om&h 6 Bar S Livestock lands
by minimizing elk depredation through a rest-ratatgrazing system

8. Alternatives:

The following general proposed lease terms are comim both Alternatives A and B:
1) Lessees would be responsible for maintaining exgstiterior pasture WMA
fencing while FWP would provide materials and bepmnsible for fence

replacement and construction

2) Lessees’ livestock must reside in the state fod@g@s prior to being placed on the
WMA to prevent the invasion of noxious weeds

3) Lessees are responsible for moving their catttbeaprescribed times and to the
prescribed pasture.

4) Both the spring and fall grazing leases will beddr0-year period, beginning in
2013 and ending in 2022.



Alternative A: Renewal of both the spring and fall grazing leases on Fleecer WMA.
This alternative will continue the grazing systemrdeecer WMA as it currently exists
for 10 additional years. This alternative wouldallcontinuation of the stated objectives
for the Fleecer Coordinated Grazing Program asiguely noted.

Separate contracts would continue to govern s@ntgfall grazing treatments. The
spring grazing contract would be an exchange ofnideSmith 6 Bar S Livestock and
would allow for a maximum of 500 Animal Unit Mont(&UM). Grazing would take
place from approximately mid April to late May, iior to the onset of rapid plant
growth, using bluebunch wheatgrasgopyron spicatumas the trigger species for
native range sites. In FWP Pasture three, whitbceted at higher elevation than the
other FWP pastures and includes old hayfields ahative grasses, livestock grazing
may extend into early June by agreement of both BMPSmith 6 Bar S Livestock
depending upon the growth stage of bluebunch whaesggPayment would be in the
form of complete rest from livestock grazing in arfehree pastures each year on
adjacent Smith 6 Bar S Livestock lands (an indepehtest-rotation system), which
constitute elk winter range. The fall grazing cants would be with two lessees, Smith 6
Bar S Livestock and Russel Dupuis. A total of 94M4&J(56 AUMs to Smith 6 Bar S
Livestock and 38 AUMs to Russel Dupuis) would dewaéd and charged fair market
value ($7.90/AUM in 2012). Grazing would occur fradetober 1 through October 15
annually.

Alternative B: Renewal of only the spring or only thefall grazing lease on Fleecer
WMA.

This alternative would significantly reduce the mlkeffectiveness of the Fleecer
Coordinated Grazing System. Tolerance for wintevitiglife on adjacent private lands
would be greatly reduced if the spring grazing exage of use agreement was
eliminated, and carrying capacity of the wintergamay be lowered in the absence of an
available rested pasture on private land. Foresti&ewinter range pastures may not
receive current levels of rest if fall grazing vasninated thereby diminishing winter
range values, and AUMs may be reduced as a réssh. of either grazing lease might
lead to increased hunting opportunity in the sktemrn but lower elk populations and
decreased hunting opportunity in the long term.

Alternative C (No Action): Elimination of livestock grazing on the Fleecer WMA.

This alternative would completely eliminate livesta@razing on the Fleecer WMA. This
would eliminate the exchange of use agreement 8ntith 6 Bar S Livestock and may
lead to increased use of the Forest Service wiatege pastures that currently receive
scheduled rest. Overall, loss of a coordinated ig@ma&nt program across ownerships
would likely lead to less forage on the elk wintange due to fewer rested pastures and
less tolerance for elk on private land which wdelad to an increase in game damage
complaints. Elimination of grazing on the WMA mighanslate to increased hunting
opportunity in the short term but lower elk popidas and decreased hunting
opportunity in the long term.



II.EVALUATION OF IMPACTSON THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

1. Vegetation

The Fleecer WMA ranges in elevation from approxehab,500 feet to approximately
7,000 feet and is predominantly nonforested, op#img grasslands interspersed with
rubber rabbit brush, big sagebrush, and mountalmogeny, especially at the southern
end of the WMA. Bluebunch wheatgrass and Idahauesggasslands are the
predominant vegetation with some Douglas fir oaagralong ridge tops and southerly
aspects. Some rough fescue is also present. Asgewibow stands are common along
stream banks and in wet areas. Two perennial sg€@rater Gulch and Mitchell Gulch)
flow across the area. Average annual precipitataores from 14 to 18 inches. Mean
annual precipitation at Divide is about 12 incheh\&.5 inches of rain occurring during
June.

From the turn of the century to 1962 when FWP aeglihe property, the previous
owners of the WMA acres grazed cattle, horsessaedp on the range from early June
through late September under a continuous graziategy which significantly reduced
forage for wintering wildlife. Livestock grazing waliminated from the WMA for 20
years under FWP’s ownership of the property uhglitest-rotation Fleecer Coordinated
Grazing Program was implemented between FWP, FSSamth 6 Bar S Livestock in
1982. Full implementation of the system as it exisday began in 1987 after several
adjustments. Range conditions, as measured bydhedncy and coverage of native
vegetation on the WMA, have responded positivelgeaurthis grazing program and have
visibly improved.

Long-term vegetation monitoring has been occurond-leecer WMA since 1986. Nine
permanent photo points, comprising a total of yhaight photos, were established on the
WMA. These are located in the grassland/shrublapdtian, and wet meadow cover
types. Photos are taken on an annual basis duiithgtonlate summer after the growing
season has peaked.

Two vegetation exclosures measuring 330 feet byf@80were erected on the WMA in
1986 (Water Gulch and Mitchell Gulch Exclosured)eBtructures were designed to
keep cattle out but allow entry to wildlife. Thaginal exclosures were constructed of
wooden jackleg and posts. Due to deterioratiomefwood, cattle were getting into the
Mitchell Gulch Exclosure during the period of 202003. Both exclosures were replaced
with a four-strand wire and post fence in 2003 arelfully functioning to keep out
livestock. Monitoring at each exclosure includesgrfpermanent transects within and four
transects located outside each exclosure. Thessetts provide quantified Daubenmire
canopy cover data and are read approximately dixeryears.

A complete analysis of the vegetation data gath&oed 1986-2012 for the Fleecer
WMA has been reported in “Vegetation Monitoring@&fazing Systems at Mount Haggin
and Fleecer Mountain Wildlife Management Areas, loa: A Historical Review and
Assessment” (Horton and Boccadori, 2012).



A study conducted on the Fleecer WMA in 2002 exauihow stem height and girth of
aspen influenced the selection of stems by ungul@etelope, deer, elk, and cattle) for
browsing, rubbing, and gnawing (Keigley and Frisd@8). This research, based on the
timing of occurrence and the stability of livestaukmbers from 1986-2001, found that
elk were primarily responsible for the observedactp to aspen. The same time the
wintering elk population on Fleecer was increasagignificant amount of scarring of
aspen stems caused by antler rubbing also occurred.

Another study conducted on the Fleecer WMA (Wambebdl 1997) examined the
affects of cattle grazing on the nutritive quabfybluebunch wheatgrass, an important
forage plant for elk. The study found no signifitdiiference in nutrient content from
bluebunch wheatgrass that is grazed in the spyrgatile over that which is totally
rested for one year or never grazed during the igigpeeason. The amount of more
desirable current year’s growth of bluebunch whessigthat is available to elk, however,
is likely greater where cattle have grazed ver&y&ngrazed areas due to the removal of
residual forage. Frisina (1992) found that duriagyesummer Mount Haggin's WMA

elk use increased in pastures that had been ghyzeattle the previous year. Use
switched, however, during July and August when etknare rearing calves, to the rested
pasture where more security cover and forage waitahle.

The WMA in general hosts a variety of desired raplants in desired amounts. Repeat
photos and vegetation measurements do not suggdestiae in health and vigor of the
plant communities with the implementation of thedder Coordinated Grazing Program.
Non-native plants are present on the WMA but inlsaraounts and are not causing a
negative shift in plant composition. Noxious we#ts have been identified on the
WMA include spotted knapweed, Canadian thistlefylepurge, and white top. Ongoing
weed management on the WMA has included both cleerbicides and bio-control
releases in compliance with FWP’s Integrated Noxidleed Management Plan.

Alternative A: Renewal of both the spring and fall grazing leases on Fleecer WMA.
Some changes in the vegetation community are exgextder the continuation of both
the spring and fall grazing leases on the WMAs kxpected that this grazing program
would positively influence native vegetation by yidhng: 1) maximum rest during the
growing season which promotes the highest quatitgitial standing crop of vegetation
for wintering wildlife; 2) rest and a standing cropavailable winter forage on adjacent
Forest Service and private lands; and 3) improvadtigor, plant health, and soill
stability.

Vegetation in pastures that have been grazed #zatwill look grazed. Plants will

quickly recover, however, due to the removal ofleah the spring prior to the intense
growing season followed by a complete year of redditionally, stocking rates are
relatively low at 3 acres per AUM for the sprin@ging treatment and 16 acres per AUM
for the fall.



Mineral blocks will be used to manage livestockeY lwill be placed in mutually agreed
upon locations such as rocky areas and hard-papioethd.

Alternative B: Renewal of only the spring or only thefall grazing lease on Fleecer
WMA.

Vegetation in two of the three pastures on the WAMAuId not receive any grazing from
livestock two of every three years under sprinfatifgrazing leases. Annual livestock
use would be decreased by two weeks (94 AUM) iffditlegrazing lease was
discontinued or by approximately one month (500 AuMhe spring grazing lease were
discontinued. This would initially lead to an inase in the standing crop of quality
vegetation for wintering elk. Over time, howevéristwould lead to a buildup of residual
growth that is less attractive to elk resultingagmincrease of elk use on adjacent private
land, an experience proven true in the past. Bhtion of either grazing lease on the
WMA may lead to an overall loss of forage to wimmgrelk from a decrease in rested
pastures as well as tolerance on private land $sirc€leecer winter range is currently
being managed cooperatively on a landscape levessiownerships. Accumulation of
previous years' growth from lack of spring or fgtbzing would provide additional
nesting cover and food source for certain spediesall mammals and birds.

Alternative C (No Action): Elimination of livestock grazing on Fleecer WMA.

Impacts to vegetation would be similar to AltermatB if neither the spring nor the fall
grazing lease on Fleecer WMA were renewed exceptrédsidual vegetation may build
up faster due to the complete lack of removal bgdiock. This will likely cause a shift

in grazing by elk onto other portions of the Flgegmter range not owned by FWP. No
cattle grazing on the WMA additionally may causedtock use to be shifted and
increased on the Forest Service and Smith 6 Baveéstock portions of the overall
winter range, This would negatively impact the pleemmunity across the winter range.

2. Fisheriesand Water Resour ces

The WMA contains portions of two intermittent stmeg Water Gulch and Mitchell
Gulch. There are no known fisheries in either boflwater. Short-term negative
impacts to riparian areas from livestock grazingyexpected to be minor and mitigated
by the light stocking rates under Alternatives Al &

3. Wildlife

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks acquired the FleedévlA in 1962, primarily as elk
winter range. There was a wintering population@)-200 elk found on and adjacent to
the WMA at the time of FWP’s acquisition. This hemeéw to a high of over 1,400 elk
during the late 1990’s to early 2000’s as parhefapproximately 2,000 to 2,500 elk that
wintered in the larger area (Hunting District 319unting District 319 is part of the
Fleecer Elk Management Unit (EMU), along with HumgtDistrict 341, as stated in the
Elk Management Plan (2005). The population objector the EMU is to maintain the
number of elk observed during post-season aemaegs within 15% of 1,475 elk (1,250
to 1,700). The objective, for HD 319 specificallyfor a maximum of 1,100 elk with no
more than 800 on the Fleecer winter range. Elkbersare currently at the low end of
the population objective range (864 total elk otsdrin January 2013 with 784 of those
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on Fleecer winter range). “Appendix C — Wildlifer8ey and Inventory Data” provides
both historical and current survey data for elk]emdeer, and antelope on Fleecer WMA
and the surrounding area.

Fleecer WMA supports a year-round population oferdéer and serves as a major
winter range for those deer that migrate from aswveay as the Pintler Mountains to the
west. Trend surveys for this area (HDs 319 and Bdligate an average population of
approximately 540 animals for the past 12 yeargjirgy from 360 to 683. During the
most recent trend survey, a count of 368 mule desrobserved in HD 319 with 143 of
those on the WMA. Most of the mule deer winter agd spring green-up use occurs at
the southern end of the WMA where the majorityadebrush and mountain mahogany
occurs.

Fleecer WMA is part of Antelope Hunting District®1IThe WMA supports year-round
use from a resident herd of approximately 60 arsraald also provides winter range to
approximately 80 additional animals that migrat@yfrsummer range located north of the
WMA. Population trend counts for HD 319 indicatéGryear average of 125 antelope,
ranging from 96 to 225.

White-tailed deer and moose occur on the WMA iatreély low numbers. The WMA
supports a population of less than 20 white-tailedr, found mainly in the lower
elevations where moist areas occur. Moose are yniwatisitory on the WMA due to the
lack of suitable habitat.

Mountain lions, bobcats, coyotes, and black bewe hiae potential to occur on Fleecer
WMA, but because of their large home ranges ondythe WMA in a transitory manner.

Wolves have re-occupied most of the mountains oftseest Montana and have been
present in the Fleecer area for the last seveeaby&ightings have occurred on both
public and private land. Since livestock are argnal part of the Fleecer landscape, not
only from the Smith 6 Bar S Ranch but from othexdurcers in the area as well, wolf-
livestock conflicts in the area have and will canog to impact wolves through
depredation removals, whether or not livestock iggaoccurs on the Fleecer WMA.

Blue grouse, Franklin grouse, and occasional ruffedise and Hungarian partridge
occur on the WMA as well as a variety of small maaisnA comprehensive bird survey
was conducted in 2010 through 2011 and result@eh impdated species list including
seasonal use data for the WMA. A pygmy rabbit symvas conducted on Fleecer WMA
during the winter of 2011. No evidence of occupatias found.

Alternative A: Renewal of both the spring and fall grazing leases on Fleecer WMA.
Continuation of both the spring and fall grazingdes on the WMA is intended to be
beneficial for all wildlife. Grazing treatments @mmed to leave high quality vegetation
that is attractive to wildlife, particularly winteg elk. The spring grazed pasture gets
maximum regrowth due to the removal of livestodipto rapid plant growth while the
fall grazed pasture is at a very light stockingrédone of the pastures receive livestock
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grazing during the growing season. This providesing and hiding cover for birds and
small mammals. Renewing the spring and fall graiiages as part of the Fleecer
Coordinated Grazing Program will continue the lanage-level benefits to wildlife on
FWP, Forest Service and Smith 6 Bar S Livestockdan

Alternative B: Renewal of only the spring or only thefall grazing lease on Fleecer
WMA. Elimination of either the spring or fall grazingake on the WMA may have a
long-term negative impact on elk, realized throagieduction in the quality and quantity
of available habitat across the winter range andeyghips. Reduced tolerance for elk on
Smith 6 Bar S Livestock land would most likely ocduspring grazing exchange of use
were eliminated. This would likely further resudtunavailability of this portion of the

elk winter range and leading to an increase of gdameage complaints and management
actions that would put additional stress on wimigeelk. Elimination of fall grazing on
the WMA may lead to lessees being allowed to stagér on the FS pastures, which are
elk winter range, thereby reducing the qualityedd for wintering elk and causing them
to seek feed on adjacent private lands, againrgadi depredation events and game
damage concerns.

Alternative C (No Action): Elimination of livestock grazing on Fleecer WMA.
Elimination of both the spring and fall grazingdea on Fleecer WMA will have
negative impacts for wildlife, primarily winterirglk. There may be more forage
available in the short-term. After a few yearsoflivestock grazing, however, previous
years’ growth of grasses will accumulate acros3Ah@A. This would result in increased
difficulty for elk to reach the more desirable @nt year’s growth underneath and cause
them to seek out grazed pastures on private lamel ability to manage elk winter range
across the landscape will be lost without FWP’gipigation in the Fleecer Coordinated
Grazing Program. This may greatly reduce the qtyaatid quality of available
vegetation and may lead to a reduction in the nurobelk. Small mammals and birds
may benefit from the increase in accumulated otdwijn of grasses that provide nesting
and hiding cover.

4. Soil Resour ces

Soils in the area of the WMA are of granitic origiranging from slightly developed and
very shallow on the steeper slopes to highly deyedcand deep in the stream bottoms.
Geologic origin of the area and the soils are tgfat¢ unglaciated foothills. The U.S.
Forest Service classified the soils as OchreptsalB and Borolls.

Soils on the WMA have been exposed to disturbarara tattle movements as well as
resident and transient wildlife during the pastyars. Some disturbance of soil will
occur under the grazing system if Alternative ABois selected. Such disturbance would
be minor due to the design of the grazing systemravpastures receive complete rest
during the growing season two out of every thresryeSome disturbance to the soil
from livestock grazing in the fall is beneficiakfeeedling establishment through seed
trampling (Hormay 1970). This would not occur ifté&natives B or C were chosen.
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1. EVALUATION OF IMPACTSON THE HUMAN ENVIRONMENT

1. Access and Recreation

The WMA is located in deer/elk Hunting District 3Jecreation hunting in this district
is significant due to the large elk populationg&proportion of public land, and the
proximity to Butte and Anaconda. Approximately 1762k hunters spent approximately
7,040 days in the field during hunting season ihl2Meer populations in this hunting
district provided approximately 418 hunters withrenthan 3,000 days spent hunting,
while approximately 77 antelope hunters enjoyedentban 278 hunting days in HD 319.
The WMA also provides limited moose, black bead arountain lion hunting
opportunities in addition to mountain grouse humti@pportunities for camping, hiking,
wildlife watching, and other forms of non-consumptrecreation are also available.

Alternative A: Renewal of both the spring and fall grazing leases on Fleecer WMA.
The presence of cattle would minimally restrictreational use of the WMA, mainly in
the form of opening and closing pasture gatesl€atiuld only occupy approximately
one-third of the WMA during the period of use, dhd recreating public would be
permitted full access and use of the WMA even istyr@s that may be occupied by
cattle. The WMA is closed for the winter from D@c- May 15, therefore cattle grazing
on the WMA in the spring would be removed from YW®A prior to or soon after the
opening, depending on rapid plant growth. Horn imgnis the main activity that occurs
on the WMA at this time of year, and the preserfdevestock would not impede this
recreational event. While fall grazing is concutrerth several game hunting seasons,
grazing occurs at low density (approximately 8 agrer animal unit) and for a short
enough period (2 weeks) that it would not causeit@nt restrictions to hunting or
other recreational opportunities on the WMA. Catiteuld be additionally removed from
the WMA prior to the start of big game general s@ad he proposed action overall
would have a positive effect on the quality andrdiia of recreation in the area. Smith 6
Bar S Livestock land involved in the spring grazexghange helps maintain the viability
of big game populations by providing quality wintange. Smith 6 Bar S Livestock has
participated in the Block Management Program sit&cmception. Vegetation on the
WMA is enhanced through grazing treatments desigmethe benefit of wildlife and the
recreating public.

Some members of the public may be impacted aesdiigtdepending on their level of
tolerance for the presence of livestock on the WIMA.significant changes to
recreational opportunities are otherwise anticigaftéhis alternative was implemented.

Alternative B: Renewal of only the spring or only thefall grazing lease on Fleecer
WMA. Elimination of livestock from either the springfatl grazing period would not
significantly improve public access to the WMA srtbe public would continue to have
full access and use of the WMA regardless of tlesgmce or absence of livestock
grazing. Elimination of the spring grazing exchanfiese would negatively impact
range conditions on FWP winter range over time icaguan increase of elk use on Smith
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6 Bar S Livestock lands during the hunting seaswhveinter and thereby reducing
recreational opportunities to hunt or view elk ba WMA. Increased elk use on private
lands would degrade that portion of winter rangaddition to causing reduced tolerance
to elk that may lead to loss of hunting opportumityprivate land. Elimination of the fall
grazing treatment could have the same effect. liage members of the public that find
the presence of livestock on the WMA aestheticafipleasant, there will be less
negative impact to their experience on the WMA.

Alternative C (No Action): Elimination of livestock grazing on Fleecer WMA.
Complete elimination of livestock from the WMA waluhot significantly affect access
except that the public would not need to closegjaleng interior pasture fences while
recreating on the WMA.. Otherwise, the public woadshtinue to have full access and use
of the WMA. Complete elimination of livestock frotihe WMA in the short term may
increase hunting and wildlife watching opportursten the WMA. Cattle would not be
present on the WMA to offend some segments of thdipwho do not like to recreate
on public lands in the presence of livestock. Qirae and in the absence of livestock
grazing on the WMA, however, habitat quality acrtieswinter range may suffer,
leading to a decrease of elk on the WMA during mgnseason and winter thereby
decreasing hunting, wildlife viewing, and horn-hingtopportunities. Elimination of the
spring grazing exchange of use additionally mag keaincreased use of elk on private
land causing reduced tolerance and loss of huoipgrtunity on Smith 6 Bar S
Livestock lands.

2. Community Impactsand Land Use

Alternative A: Renewal of both the spring and fall grazing leases on Fleecer WMA.
Locally owned ranches would be allowed to utilizetpns of the WMA for spring and
fall livestock grazing. The proposed grazing treats would have a positive influence
on the productivity and economics of existing palalnd private land use in the area.
Grazing the WMA in exchange for rest on adjacerlipiand private lands illustrates the
compatibility of livestock production and wildlii@creation based economies. This
alternative would result in no change in the tatainber of 500 AUMs in the spring and
94 AUMs in the fall that are currently allowed tage the WMA.

Alternative B: Renewal of only the spring or only thefall grazing lease on Fleecer
WMA. The 594 total AUMSs currently allowed to graze th&¥wwould be reduced by
500 if spring grazing were discontinued or by 9#lif grazing were discontinued.
Elimination of either grazing treatment would negelly impact the current lessees since
they would have to find other means to feed thaiftle€ during that time of year. EIk may
also spend more time on the grazed 6 Bar S pasfuresstock grazing were disallowed
for either season, causing game damage conflictsra@nsifying forage use by both
livestock and elk on private land.

Alternative C (No Action): Elimination of livestock grazing on Fleecer WMA.. There

would be no livestock grazing on the WMA under tligrnative. FWP would continue
to manage the WMA for the benefit of its naturaaarces (wildlife and vegetation)
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while providing for the public access to hunt aadreate. Current lessees would have to
locate additional spring and fall grazing landstfaeir livestock.

3. Cultural and Historic Resour ces

The area of the Fleecer WMA is historically impattéor providing livestock grazing,
habitat for wintering elk, and hunting orientedrestion. Livestock grazing has been a
practice on the properties incorporated in thedde€oordinated Grazing Program at
least since the 1930s. Two carloads of elk trappétellowstone National Park were
released near Divide, MT, in 1910 to augment a shaatl of native elk in the Fleecer
Mountain vicinity (Picton and Lonner 2008). Thesfiopen season for bulls-only hunting
was held in 1939.

The grazing of cattle on the WMA is not expectedigiurb existing cultural or historic
resources if Alternative A or B were implementeader Alternative C, FWP would
continue to watch for previously undiscovered resesi and consult with the State
Historic Preservation Office for guidance and dasice.

4. Risk/Health Hazards

None of the alternatives are expected to resultareased risk or health hazards to
humans or wildlife. Noxious weed control within thW&MA will involve the use of
chemical herbicides and will be applied in recomdeehamounts that should have
minimal impacts on non-target vegetation undeakdrnatives.

5. Public Services

Alternative A: Renewal of both the spring and fall grazing leases on Fleecer WMA.
This alternative would result in a commitment of P\Winds for continuing oversight to
maintain the Fleecer WMA grazing system, i.e. ferggair and replacement, as needed.
No additional fencing would be required. Any mai@ace expenses will be covered by
the existing operations and maintenance budgeh&oYWMA.

This alternative would have a positive impact atesand local tax revenues through its
contribution to maintaining a viable livestock ogion and wildlife/recreation based
economy in the area. Direct revenue includes fairket compensation ($7.90/AUM in
2012) for up to 94 AUMs for the fall grazing leas@direct compensation includes
landowner tolerance for wintering elk and maintexgaof winter range/open space
through a viable livestock operation on adjaceigbe lands.

Alternative B: Renewal of only the spring or only thefall grazing lease on Fleecer

WMA. Same as Alternative A regarding fencing costs. iitdgect revenue listed above
would not be realized if the spring grazing leaseliminated. The direct revenue and a
portion of the indirect revenue will not be reatizéthe fall grazing lease is eliminated.

Alternative C (No Action): Elimination of livestock grazing on Fleecer WMA. Same

as Alternatives A and B regarding fencing costepxthat only boundary fences would
need to be maintained while interior pasture fernoesd be left in disrepair. Neither the
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direct nor indirect revenue will be realized wital elimination of livestock grazing
from the WMA.

IV.PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

1. Public involvement:
The public will be notified in the following manreeto comment on this current EA, the
proposed action, and alternatives:

» Two public notices in each of these pap&tentana StandarandAnaconda Leader
* One statewide press release
* Public notice on the Fish, Wildlife & Parks welgpahttp://fwp.mt.goyand

* Copies of this environmental assessment will B&ibuted to neighboring landowners,

local sportsmen’s clubs, county commissioners,ahdr interested parties to ensure
their knowledge of the proposed project.

2. Duration of comment period:
The public comment period will extend for (28) twxeright days. Written comments
will be accepted until 5:00 p.m., March 5, 2013 aad be mailed to the address below:

Fleecer WMA Grazing Lease
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
1820 Meadowlark Lane.

Butte, MT 59701

Or email comments taboccadori@mt.govPlease put “Fleecer Grazing EA” in the
subject line.

V. EA PREPARATION

1. Based on the significance criteria evaluated in thisEA, isan EISrequired?
(YES/NO)? No.

Based upon the above assessment, which has iddrdifrery limited number of minor
impacts from the proposed action, most of whichleamitigated, an EIS in not required
and an environmental assessment is the approjaiatkof review.

2. Person responsible for preparing the EA:
Vanna Boccadori

Butte Area Wildlife Biologist

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

1820 Meadowlark Lane.

Butte, MT 59701 Phone: (406) 494-2082
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3. List of agencies or offices consulted during preparation of the EA:

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks: Fish and Wildlifendsion, Legal Bureau
Montana Natural Heritage Program — Natural Resauliti®rmation System (NRIS)
Montana Department of Natural Resources and Coaserv
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Grazing Private and Public Land to Improve the Fleecer Elk
Winter Range

Michael R. Frisina and Forest G. Morin

Competition for forage between elk and domestic live-
stock has generated controversy on both public and pri-
vate lands. As a result, numerous studies documenting
relationships between cattle and elk were conducted in
Montana and other western states. In Montana, dietary
comparisons and intraspecific competition on seasonal
ranges have been evaluated by numerous studies. Range
relationships between elk and cattle within “rotational”
grazing systems were described by Campbell and Know-
les (1978), Komberec (1975), Frisina (1986), and Gniadek
(1987). Lyon et al. (1985) reported that elk generally avoid
cattle-occupied areas, and Mackie (1978) described im-
pacts of livestock grazing on wild ungulates.

Historically, most intense conflicts occur where do-
mestic livestock and elk are competing for forage on elk
winter ranges. Anderson and Scherzinger (1975) des-
cribed a program of coordinated elk and cattle use onthe
Bridge Creek elk winter range in Oregon. However, prac-
tical solutions for resolving these conflicts on elk winter
ranges are lacking. To address this issue, the Montana
Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, United States
Forest Service, and Smith 6 Bar S Livestock Company (6
Bar S) initiated a program in 1987 to combine existing
research with sound range management principles to
design a grazing system with the following six objectives:

1). Maintain soils, vegetation, and riparian zones in
good or better condition on public and private lands.

2). Increase elk to potential on all land ownerships.

3). Increase cattle grazing potential.

4). Minimize impact of winter and spring use by elk on
private land by providing adequate habitat on public
lands.

5). Manage the entire elk winter range in the Fleecer
area as one unit, regardless of land ownership.

6). Maintain optimum level of livestock production on 6
Bar S lands.

Description of Area

The Fleecer Coordinated Grazing Program is located
on the southeast face of Mt. Fleecer, approximately 25
miles southwest of Butte, Montana. The area ranges in
elevation from 5,500 feet to approximately 7,000 feet, and

Michael Frisina lives in Butte, Montana, were he is a Wildlife Biologist with
the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks. He manages the Fleecer
WMA and has worked with wildlife-livestock coordinated programs on
Department lands since 1976.

Forest Morin is the Range Specialist cn the Butte Ranger District on the
Deerlodge National Forest, USDA Forest Service, Butte, Montana.

Numbers

is mostly nonforested. Bluebunch wheatgrass and Idaho
fescue grasslands are the predominant vegetation with
some Douglas-fir occurring along ridgetops and south-
erly aspects. Some rough fescue is also present. Aspen
and willow stands are common along stream banks and in
wet areas. Average annual precipitation varies from 14 to
18 inches. Soils were classified as Ochrepts, Boralfs, and
Borolls by the Forest Service.

The area in the grazing program is a combination of
public and private lands. Approximately 9,920 acres are
Forest Service, 4,160 acres are Montana Department of
Fish, Wildlife and Parks, with 2,490 acres in private
ownership by Smith 6 Bar S Livestock.

The area is historically important for providing live-
stock grazing, habitat for wintering elk, and hunting
oriented recreation. Forest Service range surveys con-
ducted in 1953 indicated range deterioration due to past
heavy livestock use on a season-long basis (unpublished
FS data 1970). These same records also indicate range
condition has improved steadily since the 1953 survey.
Livestock numbers were increased during the 1980'sto a
current level of 714 cattle or 1,342 animal months (AM's)
(Figure 1). Recent history of the Fleecer elk herd began in
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Flg. 1. Eik and cattle number trends for the Fleecer area.

1910 when 25 elk from Yellowstone Park were trans-
planted to augment a native remnant herd. The Fleecer
Wildlife Management Area was purchased by Montana
Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks in 1962 to expand
winter elk habitat provided by the Forest Service lands.
Restrictive hunting seasons, improvements in habitat,
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and additional use of 6 Bar S lands has enabled the elk
herd to increase to its present wintering population of
1,100 with about 800 wintering in the Fleecer Coordinated
Grazing Program (Figure 1). The Fleecer's are one of the
most heavily hunted areas in Montana because of the
large elk population, the large proportion of public land,
and proximity to Butte (Frisina 1982).

Grazing Program

The Fleecer Coordinated Grazing Program was fully
operational in 1988. It follows rest-rotation grazing prin-
ciples described by Hormay (1970), and includes 9,730
acres of suitable livestock range. The program was
implemented gradually from 1981 to the present as plan-
ning, range improvements, and necessary agreements
were completed. With the exception of fall grazing on
Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks lands, it
was completed in 1987.
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Fig. 2. Livestock grazing formula by year and pasture showing sea-
sonal elk and cattle use within the Fleecer Coordinated Grazing
Program.

The grazing program consists of 12 pastures with the
rotation of livestock, pasture ownership, and seasonal
use by cattle and elk (Figures 2 and 3). There are nine
pastures providing winter habitat for elk: three each of
Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks; 6 Bar S;
and Forest Service lands. The remaining three pastures
on Forest Service land are used by elk during summer and
fall. Each year, seven of the 12 pastures are used by cattle

head of livestock owned by 6 Bar S are placed in one of
the three Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks
pastures (Figures 2 and 3). They remain in this pasture
until rapid growth of vegetation occurs (late May). Cattle
are then removed, thereby allowing maximum regrowth
to occur. On June 1, 187 cattle owned by Forest Service
permittees are moved to one of the three Forest Service
elk winter range pastures. They remain there until mid
July, then they are moved to one of the three Forest
Service elk summer range pastures. The remaining two
Forest Service elk winter range pastures are rested from
livestock use all year (Figures 2 and 3). Cattle remain in
one of the Forest Service elk summer pastures until seed
ripe time (mid August), then are moved to a second Forest
Service elk summer pasture where they remain until Sep-
tember 30.

The third Forest Service elk summer pasture is rested
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from livestock use all year. On Qctober 1, the livestock are
moved to one of the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife
and Parks elk winter pastures for 15 days. On October 15,
cattle are removed from the grazing program area for the
winter.

The three pastures owned by 6 Bar S provide summer-
fall grazing for 200 livestock, and are all elk winter range
pastures. One of these pastures is rested from livestock
use annually to provide forage for wintering elk. Forage
from these elk winter pastures is payment to Montana
Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks for providing 6 Bar
S with 500 AM'’s of spring livestock grazing. After three
years the cattle rotation is repeated,

Discussion

The Fleecer Coordinated Grazing Program meets the
stated objectives of coordinated livestock and elk man-
agement as follows:

Objective 1. Our application of rest-rotation grazing
principles described by Hormay (1970) is designed to
maintain an upward trend in vegetation and soil condi-
tions. Forest Service monitoring data indicate rangeland
and soil conditions are improving (unpublished FS data
1988).

Objective 2. Elk trend count data in Figure 1 demon-
strates elk numbers are increasing. This is a result of
habitat provided on lands in the grazing program. General
observation of elk density on the winter range and
amount of forage utilized indicates the elk population is at
or near habitat potential.

Two of the three elk winter range pastures on Forest
Service lands are rested from livestock use each year to
provide forage for elk. Prior to this arrangement, two of
the pastures were grazed under a deferred system. The
third was reserved for wildlife and received no cattle use
for over 20 years. By incorporating the non-use pasture
into the system, more rest to improve plant vigor is pro-
vided for the formerly deferred pastures. In the formerly
non-use pasture, accumulated old growth is periodically
removed by cattle to improve the quality of forage for
wintering elk (Anderson & Scherzinger 1975 and Jour-
donnais 1985). After each of these Forest Service elk
winter range pastures is grazed by cattle, it is rested from
livestock use for two consecutive years, thus providing
substantial forage for elk.

All three pastures on Montana Department of Fish,
Wildlife and Parks lands provide winter habitat for elk.
Each year one pasture is rested from livestock use and
provides a full growing season of plant growth for winter
elk forage.

All three pastures on Montana Department of Fish,
Wildlife and Parks lands provide winter habitat for elk.
Each year one pasture is rested from livestock use and
provides a full growing season of plant growth for winter
elk forage.

A second pasture is grazed during early spring, and
cattle are removed during late May to allow a maximum
amount of plant regrowth to occur. The second pasture
provides almost as much forage as the one rested from

livestock grazing. The third pasture is deferred from use
until late fall, when about 100 AM’s of cattle grazing are
permitted. This light use leaves a substantial amount of
forage in the pasture for wintering elk.

The arrangement between Montana Department of
Fish, Wildlife and Parks and 6 Bar S through the grazing
program provided an increase in the total amount of
available winter habitat for elk. Prior to this program, 6
Bar S was receiving winter elk use at an increasing rate
and notified the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and
Parks that the elk population should be controlled, as it
was negatively affecting their livestock operation. Incor-
porating 6 Bar S lands into the grazing program elimi-
nated this conflict. All pastures are available for wintering
elk use, including one pasture which is rested from live-
stock use. The additional winter habitat has allowed for
an increase of about 300 elk beyond the previous potential.

In addition to elk winter habitat, the Forest Service elk
and cattle summer range pastures are managed accord-
ing to a three pasture rest-rotation grazing formula with
benefits similar to those reported by Frisina (1986).

Objective 3. The number of cattle and AM's provided
has gradually increased towards potential during the
1980's (Figure 1).

Objective 4. Recent research by Frisina (1986) and
Grover and Thompson (1986) indicate elk prefer to forage
during late winter or early spring in pastures grazed the
previous growing season by domestic livestock. Abund-
ant green growth is readily available in these pastures
during spring.

Also, periodic grazing by cattle on the elk winter range
pastures improves the nutritional value of forage plants
by removing accumulated old growth and improves for-
age quality (Anderson & Scherzinger 1975 and Jourdon-
nais 1985). Management of the Fleecer Coordinated
Grazing Program incorporates these facts to make public
lands as attractive as possible to elk.

Objective 5. Incorporating 6 Bar S lands into the graz-
ing program has allowed management of the entire elk
winter range as a single unit.

Objective 6. The optimum level of livestock production
is maintained on 6 Bar S lands. The exchange of use
agreement with Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and
Parks has allowed 6 Bar S to provide more rest from
livestock grazing on lands used for cattle production,
thus helping maintain maximum plant vigor and forage
production.

Management Implications

The Fleecer Coordinated Grazing Program is a practi-
cal solution to resolving elk and cattle conflicts on elk
winter ranges in the West. Cattle are used to actually
enhance forage quality and quantity by applying early
spring cattle grazing, rest-rotation grazing principles,
and integrated management of various land ownerships.
Coordinated management resulted in substantially in-
creased cattle and elk numbers, while resolving a land-
owner tolerance problem.
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Run, Antelope! Run!
Run, Antelope! Run! Run! Run!
Save your life from the hunter’s gun.

Hunter’s in a jeep, wheels driving fast,
Fifty yards behind you; can your slim legs last?

Sage brush and prairie lie ahead,
Outrun the jeep or you'll be dead!

Run, Antelope! Run! Run! Run!
Lose that man with the jeep and gun.

We cheer and pray for your strength and speed,
But the jeep is cutting down your lead.

Run, Antelope! Run! Run! Run!
You've a right to live in the prairie sun.

Ahead lies a gully, wide and deep—
You clear that chasm in one full leap!

The jeep driver brakes and drives away.
Antelope, you outran death today!

Vernette L. Palmer
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Note: A video presentation of this grazing system was shown at the 1989
National SRM meeting in Billings, Montana. It is available upon request from:
U.S. Forest Service, Butte Ranger District, Butte, Montana 59701. Telephone:
(406) 494-2147.
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APPENDIX B:
STOCKING RATESON FLEECER WMA

SPRING GRAZING FLEECER
WMA
grazing year | turn-on date |removal date|# days on [total # of cattle| AUMSs pasture
1982 12-Apr-82 05-May-82 23 278 213 Sect. 7, 8, 4, 33 (south)
24-Apr-84 22-May-84 28 368 343 north 1/2
1984 29-Apr-84 22-May-84 23 85 59 north 1/2
10-Apr-86 18-May-86 38 432 547 north 1/2
01-May-86 18-May-86 17 4 2 north 1/2
1986 10-May-86 18-May-86 8 9 2 north 1/2
1987 14-Apr-87, 16-May-87 32 south 1/2
1988 16-May-88 11-Jun-88 26 470 407
1989 14-Apr-89 20-May-89 36 447 536
07-Apr-90 21-May-90 44 360 528 2
1990 20-Apr-90 21-May-90 31 136 136 2
1991 15-May-91 07-Jun-91 23 454 348 3
13-Apr-92 13-May-92 30 387 387 1
1992 05-May-92 13-May-92 8 101 27 1
1993 09-Apr-93 12-May-93 33 503 553 2
14-May-94 09-Jun-94 26 252 218 3
1994 14-May-94 17-Jun-94 34 190 194 3
10-Apr-95|  11-May-95 31 296 275 1
1995 10-Apr-95 20-May-95 40 146 175 1
1996 15-Apr-96 19-May-96 34 496 562 2
1997 24-May-97 05-Jul-97 42 240 302 3
1998 14-Apr-98 21-May-98 37 457 564 1
1999 17-Apr-99 23-May-99 36 464 501 2
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2000 03-May-00|  20-Jun-00, 48 254 406 3
2001 17-Apr-01|  16-May-01] 30 470 470 1
2002 16-Apr-02|  24-May-02| 38 420 532 2
2003  17-May-03|  23-Jun-03| 37 275 339 3
2004 07-Apr-04|  04-May-04| 27 504 454 1
2005 12-Apr-05|  13-May-05| 31 565 584 2
2006|  13-May-06|  20-Jun-06] 38 252 319 3
07-Apr-07|  14-May-07| 37 170 210 1

2007 10-Apr-07|  14-May-07| 34 312 354 1
8-Apr-08|  16-Apr-08 8 200 53 2

2008 26-Apr-08  23-May-08| 27 370 333 2
2009  04-May-09|  02-Jun-09] 29 417 403 3
2010 09-Apr-10|  19-May-10| 40 455 552 1
2011 14-Apr-11|  14-May-11] 30 498 458 2
2012 14-Apr-12]  01-Jun-12] 44 528 713+ 3

*We experimented with using temporary fencing todaattle onto the upper
reaches of Pasture 3 for the purpose of removinglamdance of decadent smooth
brome that the elk won'’t feed on in the winter. ks of intensive grazing by
cattle removed much of it. Preliminary observatitims winter show a herd of ~700
elk now making use of this area.

TOTAL AUM: >13,059
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FALL GRAZING -
FLEECER WMA
total # of
AUM

grazing removal allowed in Fee

year turn-on date |date # days on |lease AUM used | pasture |AUM price |Collected

1982-1987 NR
1988 01-Oct-88 15-Oct-88 15 94 94 middle $7.94| $746.74
1989 01-Oct-89 15-Oct-89 15 94 94 3 $9.79] $920.26
1990 01-Oct-90 15-Oct-90 15 94 94 1 $8.04] $755.76
1991] 01-Oct-91 15-Oct-91 15 94 94 2 $9.61] $903.34
1992] 01-Oct-92 15-Oct-92 15 94 94 3 $10.58| $994.52
1993 01-Oct-93 15-Oct-93 15 94 94 1 $8.06| $757.64
1994/ 01-Oct-94 15-Oct-94 15 94 94 2 $11.40| $1,071.60
1995 01-Oct-95 15-Oct-95 15 52 52 3 $11.80 $613.60
1996/ 01-Oct-96 15-Oct-96 15 52 45 1 $9.06| $495.74
1997 01-Oct-97 15-Oct-97 15 52 43 2 $11.80 $507.40
1998 01-Oct-98 15-Oct-98 15 52 43 3 $12.30 $528.90
1999 01-Oct-99 15-Oct-99 15 52 51 1 $12.60]  $642.60
2000/ 01-Oct-00 15-Oct-00 15 52 48 2 $13.20  $633.60
2001 01-Oct-01 15-Oct-01 15 52 52 3 $4.94 $258.02
2002] 01-Oct-02 15-Oct-02 15 89 89 1 $6.20 $552.40
2003 Not grazed due to drought conditions
2004 01-Oct-04 15-Oct-04 15 89 67 3 $5.48| $369.44
2005 NR
2006/ 01-Oct-06 15-Oct-06 15 94 94 2 $6.22| $581.57
2007 01-Oct-07 15-Oct-07 15 94 94 3 $7.87| $739.72
2008| 01-Oct-08 15-Oct-08 15 94 94 1 $6.94| $652.36
2009 01-Oct-09 15-Oct-09 15 94 94 2 $6.97 $655.18
2010, 01-Oct-10 15-Oct-10 15 94 94 3 $6.12 $575.28
2011] 01-Oct-11 15-Oct-11 15 94 94 1 $6.23 $585.62
2012 01-Oct-12 15-Oct-12 15 94 94 2 $7.90 $742.40

TOTAL AUM: >1,806 TOTAL INCOME: $15,283.69
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APPENDIX C:
WILDLIFE SURVEY AND INVENTORY DATA

Fleecer/Charcoal Area Antelope Population Counts, 1961-2011
NR = Not reported

Year |Date Fleecer [319 Total |Comments
1961| 17-Mar-61 15-20 Notes from elk flight report 1962-1961
1961| 26-Dec-61 22 USFS count, Charcoal Gul area, notes suggest ground counts
1962| 22-Jan-62 15-20 Notes from elk flight report 1962-1961
1967| 27-Jan-67 28
1969| 4-Dec-69 15 Note from elk flight
1972 7-Nov-72 19 Incidental sighting
1974 12-Jul-74 8 20|Bad flight, saw "nearly 59 antelope" the previous winter
1975 14-Jul-75 10 31|Also flew 13 Jul 1975 but thunderstorms ended flight quickly
1976| 14-Jul-76 3 26
1977  17-Jul-77 26 39
1978 13-Jul-78 32 32|0n several occasions, Frisina obs ~40 antelope wintering on WMA
1979 6-Jan-79 40 Frisina obs 40 antelope near the garbage dump at WMA entrance
1979 18-Jul-79 20 35
1980 16-Jul-80 24 24|Antelope spot check
1981  15-Jul-81 36 72
1982 NR 60|No flight report found, data from 1995 summary table
1983 29-Jul-83 25 31
1984 24-Jul-84 49 49
1985 NR 49|No flight report found, data from 1995 summary table
1986 NR 31|No flight report found, data from 1995 summary table
1989| 20-Jul-89 10 26
1990 19-Jan-90 34 Incidental sighting
1990|  23-Jul-90 41 81
1991] 6-Aug-91 64|No flight report found, just summary
1991] 27-Dec-91 96 In Mitchell Gulch
1992| 25-Aug-92 69 144
1993 Dec-93 115 Incidental sighting, reported in 1995 season justification
1994 Nov-94 120 Incidental sighting, reported in 1995 season justification
1995 29-Jan-00 29 153
1996| 20-Jul-96 53 139
1997| 13-Aug-97 67 166
1998  19-Jul-98 52 121
1999 10-Jul-99 43 165
2000  19-Jul-00 20 84
2001 7-Jul-01 56 127
2002 14-Jul-02 18 96
2003|  28-Jul-03 41 121
2004 23-Jul-04 89 193
2005]  21-Jul-05 34 225
2006|  21-Jul-06 32 99
2007  19-Jul-07 91 206
2009 9-Jul-09 62 182
2011 13-Jul-11 47 127
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Fleecer/Charcoal Area Mule Deer Population Counts, 1962-2012

Maximum count

Winter/ for Maximum count
Spring Fleecer/Charcoal for HDs 319/341 Comments
Probable ground classification, along Big Hole River from Dickie
1962 11 117 Bridge to Fleecer (winter)
1963 91 44 fawns to 100 adults, no other information available
1964 23 379 Incidental counts of deer during winter elk survey
Saw 103 adult and 29 fawn MD at Johnson Crk, plus ~100 more in
1971 ~230 area not classified
1972 47 Incidental ground classification during range work, not census
1975 5 121 From winter production survey
1976 37 335
1977 43 700
1978 89 719 Max counts from winter production survey
1979 85 980
1980 131 1306
1981 84 788 Mild weather, missed a lot of deer in HD 319
1982 80 1839
1983 119 1506
1984 158 1664
1985 28 690 Survey was not intensive in either HD due to budget constraints
1986 25 1215
1987 35 676 Low count in 319, no reason stated in flight report
1988 28 1206
1989 74 1261
1990 59 1030
1991 91 1141
1992 16 511 Max counts from winter production survey
1993 53 1251
Max overall on helicopter flight, 81 deer on Fleecer seen during
1994 81 1146 spring Supercub flight
1995 93 1025
1996 110 974 Fleecer maximum from winter survey
1997 90 1076 Fleecer maximum from winter survey
1998 59 701 Open winter conditions (not valid for trend)
1999 122 1090
2000 79 553 Max counts from winter production survey
2001 74 527 Max counts from winter production survey
2002 101 683 Deer widely scattered, greenup advanced (not valid for trend)
Open winter conditions (not valid for trend), Fleecer maximum from
2003 34 384 winter survey (helicopter)
2004 70 488 Max counts from winter production survey
319/341 maximum from winter survey (helicopter), Fleecer maximum
2005 108 600 from spring survey
2006 123 602
2007 138 552
2008 91 626
2009 133 563
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2010 109 460
2011 88 360
2012 143 644

Fleecer/Charcoal Area Winter ElIk Population Counts, 1936-2012

Maximum count

for Maximum count
Winter Fleecer/Charcoal for HDs 319/341 Comments

1936 109 - Based on Decl to April 1 ground recon and several counts

1941 - 556 Ground survey, 334 - Fleecer and High Rye, 222 - Big Hole
Ground survey, 464 - Fleecer and High Rye,162 - Big Hole (10%

1942 - 626 arbitrarily added for elk not seen)

1943 - 470 Ground survey, source unknown, no other details known

1946 - 581 Ground survey, 390 - Fleecer and High Rye, 191 - Big Hole
Ground survey, source unknown (USFS?), Deerlodge portion only

1947 - 634 (USFS land), reported 500 on Fleecer Mtn (and High Rye?)

1949 158 523 USFS mixed ground/aerial survey (plus track counts) on USFS land

1951 175 432 First FWP aerial survey, none seen in Jerry Creek

1954 213 435

1955 389 681 Unknown if these data are from aerial or ground survey

1957 - 325 More detailed distribution data unavailable

1958 248 395

1959 136 233

1961 - 206 More detailed distribution data unavailable

1962 99 254 Did not get a good count on Fleecer this year
Lack of snow made for poor observations overall, but favorable

1964 205 389 counting conditions existed on Fleecer

1965 238 407 Noted not enough snow for good observations

1967 343 575

1968 397 717

1969 297 514 Mild winter

1970 330 674

1971 336 754

1972 476 846 Helicopter classification flight

1973 321 673 Very mild winter

1974 283 458 Helicopter classification flight

1975 160 490

1976 242 595

1978 390 681

1979 506 806

1980 628 993

1981 350 882 Minimal snow

1982 371 511 Spring grazing exchange begins, High Rye not flown

1983 420 619 Very mild winter, poor count; High Rye not flown

1984 519 1274

1985 704 1336

1986 23 629 Extremely mild winter
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1987 737 1453

1988 727 1522 Fall grazing begins on Fleecer WMA
1989 686 1459
1990 697 1472
1991 716 1615
1992 850 1626
1993 601 1629
1994 754 1751
1995 729 1570
1996 610 1813

Severe winter conditions caused ~500 elk to migrate from HDs
331/332 to HD 319; maximum total excluding these elk estimated to

1997 1440 2356 be 1796
1998 854 1752

1999 1401 2076

2000 1134 2063

2001 1232 1692

2002 1013 1521 Poor count, missed 200+ elk
2003 1241 1918

2004 972 1531

2005 560 1610

2006 856 1289

2007 661 1091

2008 >587 862

2009 517 805

2010 539 1016

2011 602 1114

2012 657 1286
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